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Community	Working	Group	
Meeting	#3	

	
June	7,	2017	6:15‐8:00pm	

Biotechnology	building,	3415	Colorado	Ave	‐	New	Room	‐	A104	
	

DRAFT	Meeting	Notes		

Attendance	

Working	Group	Members	in	Attendance	

Alana	Wilson,	Ann	Haebig,	Bart	Miller,	Cindy	Kraft,	David	Ensign,	Elisabeth	Patterson,	Zeke	
Dominguez,	Jennifer	Marie	Shriver,	Joan	Gabriele,	Micah	Schwartz,	Stavros	Roditis,	Dom	
Nozzi	

City	Staff	and	Consultants	in	Attendance	

● City	of	Boulder:	Noreen	Walsh,	Natalie	Stiffler,	Laura	Telles,	Jason	Fell,	Oscar	
Saucedo‐Andrade,	Bill	Cowern,	David	Kemp,	Gerrit	Slatter	

● Fox	Tuttle	Hernandez:	Carlos	Hernandez,	Molly	Veldkamp,	Morgan	Huber,	Josh	
Mehlem	

● University	of	Colorado:		Richelle	Reilly	
● Catalyst:	Barbara	Lewis	

	
Community	Members	

 Jared	Hall	

Note:		Prior	to	the	start	of	the	CWG	meeting,	many	members	participated	in	a	tour	of	the	
Colorado	Avenue	corridor.	

	
Introduction	

Barbara	Lewis	(meeting	facilitator)	opened	the	meeting	and	described	the	meeting	
objectives,	as	follows:	
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 Input to the Wide Range of Alternatives to be considered in the design charrette 
 Review of refined Vision and Goals  

Barbara	then	reviewed	the	meeting	agenda,	which	focused	on	engaging	the	members	in	a			
Corridor	Planning	Exercise	to	elicit	CWG	member	input	on	options	to	study.		CWG	members	
then	approved	the	draft	summary	for	CWG	#2	using	the	group’s	level	of	agreement	scale.			

Following	introductions,	Carlos	Hernandez	provided	an	update	on	the	study	process	and	
described	the	Corridor	Planning	Exercise.			

He	emphasized	that	the	purpose	of	the	exercise	was	to	begin	to	generate	ideas	for	the	wide	
range	of	alternatives	to	be	studied	in	the	corridors	planning	process,	noting	that	what	the	
CWG	created	would	be	input	to	a	design	charrette	to	further	develop	the	range	of	options.		
He	encouraged	members	to	consider	different	“visons”	and	think	beyond	their	own	views	
to	what	their	neighbors,	friends	and	the	community	at	large	would	want	to	see	considered.			

Corridor	Planning	Exercise	

Carlos	then	walked	through	the	CPE	process.		He	described	the	working	space,	a	cross	
section	representative	of	specific	locations,	on	each	board	and	the	various	pieces.		He	also	
introduced	the	Summary	Chart;	for	each	option	created,	the	subgroup	would	record:		

1. Total	Width	of	Vision		
2. Additional	Space	required	beyond	Right	of	Way	
3. Total	$	symbols	representing	relative	cost	
4. Key	Elements	(what	distinguishes	this	option)	

The	group	then	organized	into	four	subareas	(Colorado	Avenue	East	and	West	and	30th	
North	and	South)	and	conducted	the	exercise	for	45	minutes.		At	the	end	of	the	exercise,	
CWG	members	took	a	break	while	facilitators	finished	recording	the	data	on	the	Summary	
Charts.			

Vision	and	Goals		

Barbara	asked	CWG	members	to	complete	an	individual	inquiry	about	the	refined	Vision	
and	Goals	during	the	break.		Each	person	was	asked	to	review	and	comment	on	a	draft	of	
the	refined	Vision	and	Goals.	One	person	submitted	suggested	edits	to	the	refined	draft.		 

Presentations	
	
The	facilitators	for	each	subgroup	presented	their	vision	options	and	then	the	group	
convened	to	reflect	on	the	experience.		Each	group’s	work	and	summary	comments	are	
shown	below.		
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30th	Corridor	South		
	
30th	Corridor	South	Existing	Mobility	Condition	

	
	
30th	Corridor	South	CPE	Visions	Overview	

• Mobility	for	all	uses	with	protected	bike	lanes	
• Emergency	access	was	maintained	with	designed	
• Designed	to	help	reduce	crashes	
• Includes	transit	and	carpool	lanes	
• Travel	lanes	are	flexible	for	peak	conditions	
• Protected	bike	lanes	include	solar	roads	
• On-street	parking	is	introduced	
• Key	theme	is	quality	urbanisim		
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30th	Corridor	South	CPE	Vision	#1	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 6.5’	Sidewalk	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planted	Buffer	
• 11’	Travel	Lane	
• 14’	Median/Turn	Lane	
• 11’	Travel	Lane	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planted	Buffer	
• 6.5’	Sidewalk	
• 71’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	Protected	bike	lane	
• Pedestrian:	Sidewalks	both	sides,	refuge	islands	at	pedestrian	crossings	
• Bicycle:	Protected	bikeway	both	sides,	vegetative	buffers	provide	separation	
• Transit:	Shared	lane	with	automobiles	
• Automobile:	One	lane	each	direction,	center	turn	lanes/median	
• Other:	Conducive	with	walkable	land	use,	most	condensed	to	reduce	crashes,	

emergency	vehicle	access	use	center	turn	lanes/median	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	None	
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30th	Corridor	South	CPE	Vision	#2	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 14’	Two	Way	Left	Turn	Lane	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 88’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	Combined	modes	
• Pedestrian:	Multiuse	path	on	each	side,	vegetative	buffer	provides	separation	
• Bicycle:	Multiuse	path	on	each	side,	vegetative	buffer	provides	separation	
• Transit:	Shared	transit	and	carpool	lane	in	each	direction	
• Automobile:	General	use	travel	lane	and	carpool	lane,	two-way	center	left	turn	lane	

(12-foot)	
• Other:	Two-way	center	left	turn	lane	can	be	used	as	a	reversible	lane	at	peak	times,	

potential	bus/bike	lane	in	place	of	transit/carpool	lane	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	Parking	lane	is	good	safety	buffer		 	
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30th	Corridor	South	CPE	Vision	#3	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 8’	Sidewalk	
• 9’	Buffered	Bike	Lane	
• 8’	On-Street	Parking	w/	Curb	Extensions	(handmade)	
• 10’	Solar	Travel	Lane	
• 14’	Two	Way	Left	Turn	Lane	
• 10’	Solar	Travel	Lane	
• 8’	On-Street	Parking	w/	Curb	Extensions	(handmade)	
• 9’	Buffered	Bike	Lane	
• 8’	Sidewalk	
• 84’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	On-street	parking	
• Pedestrian:	Sidewalk	on	both	sides	
• Bicycle:	Buffered	bike	lane	on	both	sides	
• Transit:	Shared	lane	with	automobiles	
• Automobile:	One	solar	travel	lane	in	each	direction,	on	street	parking	provided	on	both	

sides	of	street	
• Other:	None	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	Why	add	parking	here	–	there	is	none	now,	parking	lane	is	

good	safety	buffer	(from	Vision	2),	no	street	parking	on	30th	
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30th	Corridor	South	CPE	Vision	Summary	

	
	
30th	Corridor	South	CPE	Vision	Summary	
	

Total	Vision	
Width	

Additional	Right	
of	Way	or	
Easement	

Planning	Level	
Costs	 Key	Themes	

Vision	#1	 71’	 1’	 12	$	 PBL	

Vision	#2	 88’	 18’	 19	$	 Combined	
modes	

Vision	#3	 84’	 14’	 17	$	
On-street	
parking,	quality	
urbanism	
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Colorado	Corridor	East	
	
Colorado	Corridor	East	Existing	Mobility	Condition	

	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	All	–	protect	wildlife!;	low	water	CU	landscaping	

	
Colorado	Corridor	East	CPE	Visions	Overview	

• More	space	within	the	ROW	provides	more	choices	
• Many	ideas	about	how	to	move	or	reuse	the	ditch	
• More	people	moving	capacity	is	possible	for	all	modes	
• The	big	changes	will	require	with	CU	
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Colorado	Corridor	East	CPE	Vision	#1	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planed	Buffer	
• 3	–	10’	Travel	Lanes	
• 14’	Median/Turn	Lane	
• 3	–	10’	Travel	Lanes	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planed	Buffer	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 128’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	More	cars,	buried	underpass,	separation	of	modes	
• Pedestrian:	Multiuse	path	both	sides	
• Bicycle:	Protected	bikeway	both	sides,	vegetative	buffers	provide	separation	
• Transit:	Shared	lane	with	automobiles	
• Automobile:	Three	travel	lanes	each	direction	
• Other:	Bury	drainage	ditch	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	Protect	the	ducks	and	other	water	birds	that	live	in	the	

ditch;	low	traffic	volumes	here	–	one	travel	lane	each	way	can	work;	more	car/motor	
transport	than	needed	for	traffic	levels;	do	we	need	this	much	capacity	here?;	use	
different	color	of	pavement	for	each	mode;		
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Colorado	Corridor	East	CPE	Vision	#2	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planed	Buffer	
• 11’	Dedicated	Transit	Lane	
• 2	–	10’	Travel	Lanes	
• 14’	Median/Turn	Lane	
• 2	–	10’	Travel	Lanes	
• 11’	Dedicated	Transit	Lane	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planed	Buffer	
• 40’	Drainage	Ditch	(Park)	with	10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 154’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	Green	space,	transit,	move	ditch	
• Pedestrian:	Multiuse	path	both	sides,	vegetative	buffers	provide	separation	
• Bicycle:	Protected	bikeway	both	sides,	vegetative	buffers	provide	separation	
• Transit:	Dedicated	transit	lane	in	each	direction	
• Automobile:	Two	travel	lanes	in	each	direction	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	Not	so	many	car	lanes	–	bus	&	carpool;	water	is	$$/difficult	

to	change	course	
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Colorado	Corridor	East	CPE	Vision	#3	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 8’	Sidewalk	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 6’	Bike	Lane	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 2	–	10’	Travel	Lanes	
• 61’	Drainage	Ditch	with	2	–	10’	Multi-Use	Paths	
• 2	–	10’	Travel	Lanes	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 6’	Bike	Lane		
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 8’	Sidewalk	
• 163’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	Center	running	bike	path,	keep	ditch	
• Pedestrian:	Sidewalk	on	both	sides,	vegetative	buffers	provide	separation	
• Bicycle:	Center	running	two-way	multiuse	path	
• Transit:	Shared	transit	and	carpool	lane	in	each	direction	
• Automobile:	Two	general	use	travel	lanes	and	carpool	lane	
• Other:	Keeps	ditch	in	current	location	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	Too	many	car	lanes	

	 	



	

Community	Working	Group	#3	
June	7,	2017	

17	

Colorado	Corridor	East	CPE	Vision	Summary	

	
	
Colorado	Corridor	East	CPE	Vision	Summary	
	

Total	Vision	
Width	

Additional	Right	
of	Way	or	
Easement	

Planning	Level	
Costs	 Key	Themes	

Vision	#1	 128’	 0’	 24	$	
More	cars,	
protected	bikes,	
bury	ditch	

Vision	#2	 154’	 4’	 23	$	
Green	space,	
transit,	move	
ditch	

Vision	#3	 163’	 13’	 25	$	
Center	running	
bike	path,	keep	
ditch	
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Colorado	Corridor	West	
	
Colorado	Corridor	West	Existing	Mobility	Condition	

	
	
Colorado	Corridor	West	CPE	Visions	Overview	

• Tight	space	to	work	within	the	ROW	
• Balancing	choices	is	part	of	the	options	
• All	visions	are	safe	for	all	users	trying	to	travel	in	the	ROW	
• Visions	think	about	moving	future	CU	students	on	transit	
• The	visions	rethink	how	the	travel	lanes	are	used	to	move	people	
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Colorado	Corridor	West	CPE	Vision	#1	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 8’	Sidewalk	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planted	Buffer	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planted	Buffer	
• 6.5’	Sidewalk	
• 78.5’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	Green,	multimodal,	safety	
• Pedestrian:	Sidewalk	both	sides	
• Bicycle:	Protected	bikeway	both	sides,	vegetative	buffers	provide	separation	
• Transit:	Shared	transit	and	carpool	lane	in	each	direction	
• Automobile:	General	use	travel	lane	and	carpool	lane	in	each	direction	
• Other:	None	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	Good	bus	priorities	–	aligns	with	City	and	CU	goals	

	
	 	



	

Community	Working	Group	#3	
June	7,	2017	

20	

Colorado	Corridor	West	CPE	Vision	#2	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 6.5’	Sidewalk	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planted	Buffer	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 12’	One	Way	Based	on	CU	Rush	Hour	Destination	Flow	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 6’	Travel	Lane	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 65.5’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	Shared	space	
• Pedestrian:	Sidewalk	on	south	side,	multiuse	path	on	north	side	
• Bicycle:	Protected	bikeway	on	south,	multiuse	path	on	north	side,	vegetative	buffers	

provide	separation	
• Transit:	Shared	lane	with	automobiles	
• Automobile:	One	travel	lane	in	each	direction,	one	way	based	on	CU	rush	hour	direction	

flow	
• Other:	Could	also	expand	and	include	transit	lane	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	Love	one	way	lane	
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Colorado	Corridor	West	CPE	Vision	#3	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 11’	Transit	&	Carpool	Lane	
• 10’	Multi-Use	Path	
• 68’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	CU	traffic,	transit	
• Pedestrian:	Multiuse	path	each	side,	vegetative	buffer	provides	separation	on	south	

side	
• Bicycle:	Multiuse	path	each	side,	vegetative	buffer	provides	separation	on	south	side	
• Transit:	Shared	transit	and	carpool	lane	in	each	direction	
• Automobile:	General	use	travel	lane	and	carpool	lane	in	each	direction	
• Other:	Bus	pull	out	lanes	on	each	side	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	None	

	 	



	

Community	Working	Group	#3	
June	7,	2017	

22	

Colorado	Corridor	West	CPE	Vision	#4	

	
	
Geometric	Vision	Summary	(Left	to	Right)	

• 8’	Sidewalk	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planted	Buffer	
• 10’	Travel	Lane	
• 11’	Dedicated	Transit	Lane	(to	be	used	for	queue	jump	for	buses)	
• 10’	Travel	Lanes	
• 11’	Bike	Lane	&	Planted	Buffer	
• 6’	Bioswale	
• 8’	Sidewalk	
• 81’	Total	Width	

	
Vision	Summary	&	Comments	

• Focus:	Transit	queue	jump	lane,	bike/ped	separation	
• Pedestrian:	Sidewalk	on	both	sides,	vegetative	buffer	provides	separation	
• Bicycle:	Protected	bike	lanes	on	each	side,	vegetative	buffer	provides	separation	
• Transit:	Shared	lane	with	automobiles,	center	lane	used	for	queue	jump	
• Automobile:	One	lane	in	each	direction	
• Other:	Times	lights	during	rush	hour	based	on	CU	in/out	flow,	left	turn	lanes	at	30th	

would	also	help	with	rush	hour	and	CU	
• CWG	follow-up	comments:	None	
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Colorado	Corridor	West	CPE	Vision	Summary	

	
	
30th	Corridor	North	CPE	Vision	Summary	
	

Total	Vision	
Width	

Additional	Right	
of	Way	or	
Easement	

Planning	Level	
Costs	 Key	Themes	

Vision	#1	 78’	 9’	 17	$	
Green,	
multimodal,	
safety	

Vision	#2	 75’	 6’	 18	$	 Shared	space	

Vision	#3	 79’	 10’	 8+	$	 CU	traffic	transit	
emphasis	

Vision	#4	 81’	 12’	 18	$	 Modal	
separation	
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Barbara	asked	each	person	to	share	what	they	had	learned	from	the	Corridor	Planning	
Exercise.		Individual	comments	were	as	follows:	

 Infinite	possibilities	
 Surprised	at	how	low	the	traffic	volumes	are	
 I	take	for	granted	the	transit	smoothness	
 Surprised	by	support	for	road	diets	
 ROW	various	so	much	
 Important,	but	difficult	to	plan	
 I	would	re‐think	my	vision	is	cost	was	more	important	
 Interesting	how	things	did	or	didn't	work	well	together	–	side	by	side	
 We	have	space	and	feel	compelled	to	fill	it	
 We	should	lose	half	the	road	(East	Colorado)	put	something	useful	
 Conflict	between	raw	resource	and	the	dynamic	needs,	but	the	ROW	is	constricting		
 We	do	not	have	many	resources	to	utilize	
 Surprised	how	creative	we	could	be,	and	transportation	can	be	
 Staying	within	the	ROW	is	asphalt	and	concreate,	and	horrible	to	walk	on	
 We	need	to	remember	to	consider	the	experience,	as	a	bike	or	pedestrian		
 People	want	all	modes	accommodated		
 People	do	not	want	to	be	constrained	by	the	existing	ROW	
 How	to	provide	vehicular	access	but	provide	opportunities	for	all	modes	
 Balancing	feasibility		
 CWG	brought	new	ideas	to	light	

	
	
Wrap	Up	
	
Noreen	wrapped	up	the	meeting	by	mentioning	the	interviews	she	is	conducting	with	CWG	
members.	She	described	that	the	next	meeting	on	July	17th	would	involve	reviewing	results	
from	the	Design	Charrette.			She	also	mentioned	that	a	6th	CWG	meeting	would	likely	be	
needed	as	part	of	the	CWG	process	and	that	additional	webinars	may	be	conducted	to	
address	specific	topics	like	community	outreach.			
	
Finally,	members	provided	individual	reflections	on	Comment	Forms	before	leaving	the	
meeting.		Responses	are	listed	below.				

1. What	did	you	learn	through	this	exercise?		

 Learned	more	about	what	contributes	to	relative	costs	

 More	about	ROW	+	how	much	room	options	take	and	what’s	required	+	possible	

where	

 We	have	a	lot	of	options	

 Other	people’s	ideas	
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 Road	diets	are	popular	

 There	are	so	many	options	

 How	much	I	want	these	corridors	to	be	better		

 Lots	about	meeting	many	needs.	Buses	are	difficult	(but	important)	to	incorporate.	

Bus	jump	lane	(in	center)	is	a	very	intriguing	idea	

 Visionary	goals	&	raw	resource	become	conflicting.	

 How	important	non‐evaluative	ideation	is		

2. 	Are	the	options	consistent	with	the	Vision	and	Goals?	

 Yes	(5	responses)	

 Multi‐modal!		

 I	think	so,	but	others	may	not.		

 Yes,	many	are.	

 Yes,	good	at	improving	safety	&	multi‐modes	

 I	would	agree	that	most	options	do.	

	

3. 	Are	the	options	aligned	with	the	public	input	we’ve	received?	

 Yes	(2	responses)	

 Input	prioritized	safety	&	we	didn’t	necessarily	discuss	that	specifically	

 It’s	hard	to	meet	all	the	goals	with	one	option.	Also,	I	don’t	have	the	public	input	in	

front	of	me…	

 Not	as	much,	we	have	prioritized	safety	over	speed.		

 Depends	on	the	public	input,	overall,	yes	

 Yes,	but	we	are	also	assuming	that	the	input	is	actually	representative	of	the	public	

(which	it	may/may	not	be)	

 Yes,	fewer	car	lanes	could	be	better	

 Haven’t	heard	much	from	public		

 Not	all	options		

3. 	What	additional	ideas	might	be	studied?		

 Obtaining	additional	ROW	
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 We	are	quick	to	fill	the	ROW,	but	do	we	need	this	much	capacity,	especially	on	

Colorado	East?	

 Right	turn/que	jumps	for	busses	

 Different	color	paving	for	each	use/mode:	bike,	ped,	car	

 Colorado	–	make	the	greenway	beautiful		

 More	connection	of	underpass	design		

 I	think	we	are	under	using	the	idea	of	rush	hour	flow	lanes		

 Keeping/making	the	CU	East	Campus	corridor	as	park‐bike	as	possible	(it	will	be	a	

campus	after	all)	

4. 	Comments	on	Revised	Vision	and	Goals	

 Look	good!	

 Looks	great,	hard	to	say	if	we	have	done	anything	towards	goal	#4	

 Good	to	me!	

 Looks	great	

 N/A	

 See	notes	(suggested	edits	provided)	

5. Meeting	Review		

a. What	worked	well	in	this	meeting?		

 CPE!	

 The	exercise	with	building	blocks.	Set	us	loose	with	Legos		

 Food	&	breaks	were	greatly	appreciated,	staff	did	a	great	job	of	keeping	us	on	

task	and	moving	forward	

 Facilitator’s	knowledge		

 Visuals	in	exercises		

 Clear	work.	Really	well	facilitated		

 Lots	of	time	needed	&	allowed.	Good	assistance	from	facilitators		

 Work	groups		

 The	game!	

b. What	suggestions	do	you	have	for	future	meetings?	

 Truth‐test	our	vision	so	we	can	optimize		
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 I	like	what’s	going	on!	

 None.	You’re	doing	a	great	job	with	different	formats,	learning	styles	and	

opportunities	+	options	for	feedback	+	interaction		

6. Other	comments	

 Thanks!	

 I	fully	appreciate	how	much	forethought	and	planning	and	creation	of	materials	

went	into	this	meeting.	Thank	you.	

 Thanks	again	for	a	delightful	meal.		

	

	

	


